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Allen Fiksdal, Manager N
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
PO Box 43172

Olympia, Washington 98504-3172

Dear M, Fiksdal;

The Bellingham Whatcom Economic Dévelopment Coungil was asked by its thembership to
review and comment on the economic impacts of the BP Cherry Point Cogeneration Project. To
assist us with our review, we asked the Western Washington University's Center for Economic
and Business Research (CEBR) to look at the economic impact assumptions that BP identified in
their initial application documents.

Attached to this letter is a memorandim from CEBR that basicaily states that in their opinion,

BP's initial economic impact are conservative and of a very positive nature, It is also our opinion.

that the BP Cherry Point Cogeneration Project will be good for the overall economic base in

Whatcom County. This project will create hundreds of short term construction jobs and dozens

of long term permuanent jobs. The project will provide millions of dollars of revenue to both the- 1
public sector local governments and to private sector businesses. We also have had serious
conversations with out of the area companies that are interested in Jocating to Whatcom County
specifically to take advantage of the potential surplus electricity and to use the steam the Co-Geti

would produce.

In summary, the project will be good for the Whatcom County economy. The Bellingham
Whatcom Economic Development Council encourages your approval of this project.

Thark vou for vour consideration.

Sincerely,

Rob Pochert, CEcD, EDFP
Executive Director

R0, Box 2053, Bellingham, Wh G827« I60-E70-4255 " w [-BO-SI0AI5E ¥ Fay BD-GA7-9ATF . st bhdeGhwede iy

BP Cherry Point Cogeneration Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS August 2004



Letter 15

WESTERN

H WASHIN GTON UNIVERSITY An eqrel opgmriunity sriversity
Center for Economic and Business Research 516 High Street
Co}iege of Business and Economics Bellingham, Washington 98225.907%

{360} 650-I200 L1 Fax (3601 650- 7688

Memorandum
To: Rob Pochert
From: Hart Hodges.
Date: October 27, 2003
RE: Potential Economic Impacts of BP Cogeneration Facility

1 reviewed the document you sent that contained information on population, housing, and
economics prepared by BP. That document describes the potential employment and wage'
impacts of the construction of the copeneration facility, as well 'as the ongoing operation:

and maintenance of the facility.

Construction is estimated to create the equivalent of 714 one year jobs.and operations and
maintenance is estimated to require 30 full-time staff. Both estimates are for direct
impacts. For indirect employment impacts, BP used a multiplier of 1.3 during the
construction phase and 1.7 during the operating and maintenance phase. (A mult;pher of
1.3 during the construction phase suggests there will be 0.3 indirect jobs created for each:
1 direct job- created — for a total of 210 one-year jobs created during the construction
phase, above and beyond the 714 on site construction jobs.} BP provides a reference fo
“Weher and Howell, 1982” when they introduce the multipliers.

The referénce may be to the book, Coping with Rapid Growth in Rural Communities,
written by Weber and Howell in 1982. Unfortunately, we do not have that book in the
Western Washmgmn University library. I'will {ry 10 get a copy through the mterhbrary
loan service so [ can review the methodology used by Weber and Howell.

In the meantime, I checked the IMPLAN model to see what employment multipliers
might be valid for this sort of project. Not surprisingly, there is no category in IMLAN
for the construction of or operation of a cogeneration facility. Still, there are categories in.
utilities strnctures and power generation. Concerns about a mismatch in categories not
withstanding, it seems to me that the multipliers in the BP report are conservative,
According to the IMPLAN model, the construction of utilities stractures should have an
-emplovment multiplier of 1.5 to 1.7 — which is higher than what is used in the BP report..
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In addition, the operation and maintenance of other utilities facilities should have a
multiplier closer to 2.0,

I conclude that the estimates of employment impacts in the BP study are conservative.
{Which Ivommend, since it is very common fo see people try o overstate the fikely
employment benefits of a given project.)

I also note that BP has-done a good job of pointing out that a large percentage of the
expenditures that would be made for the project would go to firms outside of the county
or immediate region.

BP does not offer an estimate of indirect income or expenditure effects, they only focus
on indirect employment effects. This approach may be wise since it is very difficult to
know what indirect jobs might be added and at way wage. With that said, it is safe o
assume that the actual income or wage effects will be higher than what is shown in the
report. (For example, table 3.12-8; the table shows direct wages only — there is no entry
for indirect wages.)
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